In a study investigating the ability of subjects and their close friends or relatives (close-others) to recognize subject personality test results under conditions which controlled for the Barnum effect, 64 male and female undergraduate psychology students were administered the California Psychological Inventory (CPI). Each subject later attempted to choose his or her own unidentified CPI profile from among three, and a close-other of the subject independently made the same selection. It was found that 57.81% of subjects and 45.31% of closeothers were able to correctly identify subject profiles; these results vere significant at the .0001 and .05 levels respectively. The 53.12% rate of agreement between subjects and close-others in profile selection also proved significant, p < .001. In contrast vith results from a previous study (Carlson, 1985) , it was found that subject selfperception and CPI description correspond to a highly significant ·degree.
individual be forced to resort to a chance selection strategy, such as "eeny, meeny, miny, mo •.• "? My study was an attempt to answer such questions.
The problem of validity has long plagued the field of personality assessment. As Hyman (1977) says:
••• the scientific validity of personality tests, even under ideal conditions, rarely results in unequivocal or satisfactory results. In fact some of the most widely used personality inventories have repeatedly failed to pass validity checks. One of the reasons for this messy state of affairs is the lack of reliable and objective criteria against which to check the results of an assessment. But the lack of adequate validation has not prevented the use of, and reliance, on such instruments. Assessment psychologists have always placed more reliance on their instruments than is warranted by the scientific evidence. Both psychologist and client are invariably persuaded by the results that the assessment "works". (pp 19-20) Hyman believes that, like the psychic and the astrologer, the personality assessment psychologist may be both a victim and a perpetuator of personal validation, . 11 ••• the state of affairs in which the evaluation of an assessment instrument depends upon the satisfaction of the client" (p. 20).
Personal validation, also called the Barnum effect, has been investigated extensively since Forer's seminal study in 1949. Forer administered the Diagnostic Interest Blank (DIB) to a group of 39 students and later gave all of them the following general personality sketch:
1. You have a great need for other people to like and admire you.
2. You have a tendency to be critical of yourself.
3. You have a great deal of unused capacity which you have not turned to your advantage. 4. Vhile you have some personality weaknesses, you are ·generally able to compensate for them. 5. Your sexual adjustment has presented problems for you. 6. Disciplined and self-controlled outside, you tend to be worrisome and insecure inside. 7. At times you have serious doubts as to whether you have made the right decision or done the right thing. 8. You prefer a certain amount of change and variety and become dissatisfied when hemmed in by restrictions and limitations. 9. You pride yourself as an independent thinker and do not accept others' statements without satisfactory proof. 10. You have found it unwise to be too frank in revealing yourself to others. 11. At times, you are extroverted, affable, sociable, while at other times you are introverted, wary, r~served. 12. Some of your aspirations tend to be pretty unrealistic. 13. Security is one of your major goals in life. (p. 120)
The subjects, believing that they had received individualized assessments based on their DIB results, rated the sketch as a good or 2 excellent fit to their personalities and the DIB as a good or excellent test~ng device. This, despite the fact that several subjects accepted as few as 8 of the 13 statements as true of themselves.
Forer concluded that:
Using the method of personal validation, a fictitious personality sketch can easily deceive persons into approving a diagnostic device even when there is incomplete acceptance of the sketch itself. A minimum degree of correspondence between the subject and self-evaluation appears to engender an attitude of acceptance of the total sketch and this attitude of acceptance is carried uncritically to the test instrument. (pp 122-3)
Since Porer, many investigators have attempted to determine the f~ctors involved in personal validation. It has been found that subjects are most likely to accept a fake assessment if it is general and favorable (Collins, Dmitruk & Ranney, 1977; Hyman, 1977; O'Dell, 1972; Snyder & Shenkel, 1975; Snyder, Shenkel & Lowery, 1977; Veinberger & Bradley, 1980) and if they believe it has been prepared specifically for them (Hyman, 1977; Snyder & Shenkel, 1975; Snyder, et al, 1977) . Type of assessment procedure and prestige of the assessor may have no effect on the acceptance of a generalized 3 favorable sketch (Snyder & Shenkel, 1975; Snyder, Larson & Bloom, 1976; Veinberger & Bradley, 1980) ; however, administration of a reputable assessment device by a high-status assessor will increase acceptance of a sketch that is unfavorable or otherwise discordant with the subject's self-perception (Snyder, et al., 1977; Swanson & Veary, 1982) .
No special traits have been identified which distinguish people vulnerable to the Barnum effect or those immune to it. Sophisticated as well as naive people can be deceived. (Snyder, et al., 1977) Hyman believes personal validation misleads us by ••• calling upon the normal processes of comprehension that we ordinarily bring to bear in making sense out of any form of communication. The raw information in a communication is rarely, if ever, sufficient in itself for comprehension. Subjects in a 1955 experiment by Sundberg found generalized sketches as persuasive as specific descriptions based on their own MMPI results. ~hen asked to choose between a fake sketch and a valid one, they could not do so at above a chance level. Some of the subjects gave the two descriptions to their friends, who also failed to discriminate between the sketches at a significant level.
Similar experiments, involving the Jackson Personality Research
Form (Dies, 1972; Merrens & Richards, 1970) , the Sixteen Personality Factor Quesitonnaire (O'Dell, 1972) , and other reputable assessment devices (Snyder, et al., 1977) have yielded similar results.
Invariably, the fake assessment is perceived by the subject as having equal or even greater validity than the real assessment. O'Dell (1972) attempted to explain this disturbing finding:
••• upon reflection, there can be little doubt that the Barnum effect statements, because of their extremely high base rate, should apply very accurately to everyone. Hence, they should be perceived as more accurate than statements constructed from less than perfectly accurate test scores •.•• (p. 273) Schroeder and Lesyk (1976) , who found that expert judges (PhD candidates in clinical psychology) were able to discriminate between Barnum and real statements on the basis of information value and usefulness, while naive judges (introductory psychology students) could not, had a different explanation:
••• in previous studies, judges responded to statements about themselves rather than about others. This procedure bears little resemblance to the typical clinical situation in which the subject of a report is unlikely to see his own report. Previous results may indicate only that individuals are poor discriminators when judging statements in which they are personally involved. (p. 473) 5 A study investigating the validity of astrological predictions about personality (Carlson, 1985) lent support to Schroeder's and Lesyk's hypothesis that people really do not know themselves. In the first part of Carlson's study, subjects were asked to choose which of three astrological horoscopes was their own. They also were administered the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) and later asked to select their own CPI profiles from among three. As the investigators had predicted, subjects could not identify their own horoscopes at above a chance level; contrary to expectations, they also could not select out their own CPI profiles.
The latter finding prompted the investigators to contact Harrison
Gough, author of the CPI, and request that he conduct a literature search to determine if a similar experiment had been published. The search was fruitless. To his own and Gough's knowledge, Carlson stated,
••• no other test of this kind has ever been done. Thus, we believe there exists presently no scientific evidence from which one can conclude that subjects can select accurate descriptions of themselves at a significant rate. Vith reference to (c) above, it should be noted that the CPI was designed to be accessible to the layperson. It measures what Gough calls folk ~oncepts, " ••• descriptive terms now applied by people to one another to describe their everyday behavior patterns and traits ..• " (Megargee, 1972, p. 12 ).
Gough claims that an advantage in testing folk concepts is that:
••• the variables are meaningful and readily comprehended by the user. Any scale will carry latent and potential implications which the skilled interpreter must learn to appreciate, but at the same time no special instruction or insight is required to recognize the main thrust of scales seeking to appraise such interpersonal qualities as dominance, sociability, responsibility, tolerance, social pressure, and flexibility •.• " (Gough, 1968, p. 58 ).
Carlson indicated (see (b) and (d) above) that individuals may be incapable of accepting or even recognizing their own test results.
Vould close friends or relatives (close-others) of subjects identify subject test profiles with higher accuracy? The evidence suggests not.
Friends of subjects in Sundberg's 1955 study could not discriminate between generalized descriptions and descriptions derived from the subjects' own MMPI results; and it was found, in 1983 study by Furnham and Henderson, that subjects could correctly estimate four of their own scores on standard psychological tests (extraversion, neuroticism, psychoticism, and self-monitoring), but only two scores of persons that they knew well (extraversion and neuroticism).
The purpose of Carlson's investigation was to determine the validity of astrology, not that of the CPI; hence, there was no 7 follow-up of the unexpected finding that subjects could not distinguish their own CPI test profiles from those of other people. Such results merit further study, however. One even wonders why personality assessment devices are not customarily subjected to this type of stringent trial at their inception. Self and other ratings of a new assessment device would be much more meaningful if, by submitting profiles of other individuals with the subject's own, a control for the Barnum effect were introduced.
My study was a replication and extension of that part of
Carlson~s study which was concerned with subject validation of CPI results. Each subject in my investigation was given the CPI and was later asked to choose his or her own profile from among three. A relative or close friend of the subject (close-other) also attempted to select out the subject's profile.
I predicted that, as in the Carlson study, subjects would not be able to identify their own CPI profiles at a level significantly above chance. I also predicted that the subjects' close-others would be unable to discriminate among the profiles with signifi.cant accuracy.
METHODS

Subjects
The CPI was administered to four undergraduate psychology classes. At the end of each testing session, the purpose and procedures of the experiment were described, and students were offered extra credit for volunteer participation. There were 84 volunteers; of these, 64 (47 females and 17 males) completed the study.
Materials
Materials included the California Psychological Inventory (1956 version), the CPI traits summary which was published in Gough's 1975 edition of the CPI Manual (see Appendix B), and two brief questionnaires (see Appendices D and E). The graphical profiles of subjects' scores on the 18 different CPI traits were clarified by verbal descriptions typed next to the graphs (see Appendix A).
Procedure
The CPI was administered to all subjects, and the completed test answer sheets collected. The purpose of the study was then explained, and each volunteer subject was requested to recruit a close friend or relative, someone who knew the subject well, for participation in the second part of the experiment. After the answer sheets were scored, subject test profiles were constructed and sorted randomly into groups of three.
One to four weeks after taking the test, each subject, accompanied by a close other, met with me to complete the second part of the study. The subject was given three test profiles (her or his own and two others, identified solely by number), a questionnaire, and a copy of the CPI trait summaries. The subject's close-other received the same three profiles, a slightly modified questionnaire, and a copy of the summaries.
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General instructions on CPI profile interpretation were given to each subject/close-other pair. Many participants appeared confused by the graph; these were urged to use the verbal description typed next to the graph, rather than the graph itself. All participants were advised to focus on extreme rather than on average scores, since, as stated in the.CPI Manual (Gough, 1975, p. 12) , "the more extreme ••.
[the] scores ••• , the more adequately a particular set of adjectives in the summaries is likely to characterize a person."
Each subject/close-other pair was informed that the principal task was to select out the subject's profile from among the others.
They were asked not tc confer with one another, but to question me if any confusion regarding procedures arose. The subject and close-other were physically separated to ensure that they would make the profile selections and complete the questionnaires independently. After the questionnaires were returned, I revealed to both the subject and the close-other which profile was, in fact, the subject's own.
RESULTS
It was found that 57.81% of subjects and 45.31% of close-others were able to select out the subjects' CPI profiles from among three.
The subjects' selection accuracy was extremely significant,~= 4.15, p < .0001, and the close-others were also accurate at an above chance level, .!. = 2.03, _p < .05. These results directly contradicted my original hypothesis that neither subjects nor their close-others would be able to identify the subjects' test results at a rate exceeding chance.
It was also found that a subject who failed to select her or his own profile as first choice had a 70.37% chance of ranking it second.
This was significant at the .05 level, ! = 2.12. Close-others who made incorrect first choices were not significantly more likely to have accurate second choices, however.
An analysis by chi-square (see Table I ) indicated that subjects who made accurate first-choice selections were significantly more Subject Overall concordance between subjects and close-others was tested using a complex chi-square analysis (see Table II ). Two subjects were unable to make second and third selections; among the remaining 62 subject/close-other pairs, significant agreement in ranking the ~ profiles first, second, and third was found,]{"(4, ~ = 62) = 24.78, .£ < .001. Accuracy rate of friends was 45.71%, which did not differ significantly from the 44.83% rate achieved by relatives.
Subject
The possibility that social desirability influenced profile selection was considered. In general, above-average scores on the CPI lead to a favorable interpretation, while below-average scores are undesirable. Profile favorability was roughly assessed by categorizing scores that were less than one standard deviation above or below average as average, and all other scores as either above average or below average. A participant choosing among three profiles might be inclined to select that which contained the greatest number of aboveaverage scores or that with the fewest below-average scores, or, perhaps, that profile containing the greatest number of average scores.
However, no pattern of this kind was discovered. Subject and close-other accuracy in profile selection did not appear to be related to profile favorability.
Participants were required to rate, as well as rank, the profiles. A rating scale ranging from 1 (not accurate at all) to 5 (highly accurate) was employed. One subject and two close-others failed to complete the rating part of the questionnaire. Mean ratings by the remaining subjects and close-others for first, second, third, and correct choices are shown in Table III below. A repeated measures 3 x 2 ANOVA (~ = 61) revealed that subjects did not significantly differ from their close-others in the ratings they accorded the profiles, and that the interaction between rater and choice was not significant; however, significant differences in the ratings accorded by all participants to first, second, and third choices were found (see Table IV ). Follow-up t-tests for related measures indicated that first-choice ratings differed significantly from second-choice (! = 15.71, p < .0005) and from third-choice (~ = 27.74, _E. < .0005) ratings, and that second-choice ratings were significantly different from third-choice ratings (t = 17.90, p < .0005). Items 2 and 4 of the questionnaire asked subjects and close-others to explain the reasons behind their selections. These items were included because it was expected that participants would be unable to correctly select subject profiles at a rate exceeding chance.
Had that outcome occurred, responses to these items might. have proved extremely valuable: they might have indicated that participants were choosing wrongly because they had difficulty in interpreting the profiles or because they did not approach the task seriously; contrariwise, they might have shown that though participants comprehended and conscientiously attempted the experimental task, they simply could not make accurate profile-to-subject matches.
However, since subjects and close-others were able to choose correctly at a significant rate, response data from Items 2 and 4 was less informative than it might have been. In general, participants responded to these items by listing a few CPI traits and stating that high or low scores on these traits.determined their choice of profile. and high in Ai (achievement via independence) would be seen as "submissive", yet "dominant"; "unassuming", yet "demanding"; "overly influenced by others' reactions and opinions", yet "independent" and "self-reliant"! Given the complexity of the material with which they were presented and their inexperience in dealing with such material, the 57.81% success rate of subjects in selecting their own profiles is all the more remarkable.
The ratings data provided information about the degree to which the profiles were accepted by subjec~s and close-others. On the average, first-choice profiles were seen as "fairly accurate", secondchoice profiles as "accurate to some degree", and third-choice profiles as midway between "fairly inaccurate" and "not accurate at all". The correct profiles were perceived, on the average, to be "accurate to some degree". The finding that first choices were rated significantly higher than second choices, and second choices were given significantly higher ratings than third choices indicates that subjects and closeothers were confident about the discriminations they made.
Also of interest was whether subjects would have a significantly greater or lesser overall tendency than their close-others to accept all of the profiles. In a 1985 study by Johnson, Cain, Falke, Hayman, and Perillo, each subject was given a set of personality traits which was not purportedly specific to him or her and was asked to rate each trait's applicability to himself or herself, to a close friend, and to an acquaintance; it was found that subjects rated both positive and ~ negative traits as more true of themselves than of their close friends, and as more true of their close friends than of their acquaintances.
However, the profile ratings by subjects in my study did not significantly differ from those by their close-others.
The close-other group in my study was very heterogeneous; friends, spouses, fiancees, and various family members were included.
Although close-others classed as friends and those classed as relatives were found to be equally successful at subject profile identification, it is possible that type of subject/close-other relationship influenced profile selection accuracy in some way that my l of tension anJ dcci'.'ion; anti as lackin~ in stJf.
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